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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL

; SBCRET =R WASHINGTON, D.C. 20308 -
| T _ Executive Reiistw
! I - January 10, 1984
| MEMORANDUM FOR - . y = “- )p 9
] | F-
i§ Nx. Donald Gregqg . Ms. Jacqueline Tillman -
| Assistant to the Vice President Executive Assistant to the
‘; for National Security Affairs ' United States -
’ ' - Representative to the Unitcd‘
Mr. Charles Hill -~ Nations e
‘Bxecutive Secretary X .
Dbpartnent of State o BG George A. Joulwan o
Executive Asgistant to the -
‘ ‘Col (P)° John Stanford Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
BExecutive-Secretary _ : :
A D.partncnt of Defense - Mr. William B. Staples -
i .

o

Executive Secretary -

1 DX. Alton Keel Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
_Associate-Director for National Securxty -

v and International Affairs Ambassador Morton Ahramowitz o
. Office ofwnanagement and Budget ' Chief Negotiator , e
Mutual and Balanced Force '

Mr. Thomas-B. Cormack Reductions ~

. Executive Secretary : T S
Chntralvlntelligence Agency Coel T T T

4, » . 4_»1‘.
¥ ’UlJ!CT;;:RSC Meeting on Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions (MBFR) - Priday,
,g, - January 13, 1984 {C)

.

i&tached‘ia an interagency d15cussxon paper providing an Overviéﬁ of MBFR
Optxons~foc?use at the National Security Council meeting to be held in the 2
lhxtefnouse Cabinet Room on Frlday, January 13, 1984, at 11:00._ a,n..m(S) o4
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Executive Secretary __._ X e
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0verv1ew of MBFR Options ™ >+l

In his cdecisions of October 14 and October 29, 1983, the Presi- B
+ dent directed that the Senior Arms Control Policy Group; working ~ _
. with the Interdepartmental Group (IG) on NATO Conventional Forces

and Arcs Control, review alternative MBFR options and possible
negotiating strategies for the future. The attached papers, which =+ - :
incluce fleshed-out options and a revised verzficatxon annex, ° R |

,xgspond to thxs tas?xno. _ o ST -fig

.yt
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“Statur of the hegot1atxons ' ‘ o N *thf"} L

2= The President has decided that US policy for the current HMBFK :#*:TJ;"

"‘éj f;egot. ns is that both a data agreement and a comprehensive BATO ' _
4v:yc:x£1ca 1or package are essential prerequisites for a trcaty s R

’**szgnaturo and for any initial US-Soviet reductioms. - - egf;il
-c the curren: necctiatiny round in Vierna. the West has

2;:.~£u: -
‘*“contzn-e to press its approach to reductions, verification ana~u _

“he West has explained its-rationale and has proposed

. datal :

" possible mocalities for focusing further discussion on verification «
. in order to make progress where such progress is possible. :
.:gﬂv "ne East has pressed hard for a "constructive” Western re:ponse'4f A
ﬂgnﬁto the 3zafs treaty it tabled in Vienra-on June 23, 1983, and to 1ts.;-3;ip
. .earlier ;roc:sals of Febriary 17, 1983 calling for US/Soviet nutual - r;ggf
fgf*cxa:ple reductiors, a freeze, ané reductions to parity without® przot‘f ;iﬁﬁ?
;; Gata acreeczent. The Western Ad Hoc Group assessment of the. -Eastern SR
” _draft treaty states, "On balance the draft moves the East scmewhat e

.closer to the Western concept of an MBFR agreenent, especxally with

f{— -regerd tc verifiable parity. However, the draft does not provide X
ii, "agsurar.ces that the East will actually take the asymmetrical - .- g- o
: “xaductxors needed to reach parxty and 1ts p:oposed verzfication e e

oasures are still 1nadequate. -

o7 e e -..4 . e - T . : e . . S -
- ""' e g Y. RS ‘v-"Su"

On October 25, 1n an Lnexpected move. Eastern represewta-»

f, proposing that the sides exchange plans for inviting observers to l.,
) the reductions of the most significant contingents and include in w4*g~
.==:the plans information on the rumerical strength, nationality, T
--.designation and location of those contingents. This proposal - e
moéifies the East's earlier opposition to any numerically specxfxed e
reductions to egual levels ana to any real numerical verification of
“Zthose reductions. This new Eastern pesition ensures that observa-

‘“tiom of reductiors will take place on a predictable basxs and not

'"solelv at the invitation of the reducing side. :

-
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"Alliance posture on MBFR will be raised at the NATO-Ministerial .
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Having made those moves, the East has taken the position that

“any further moves are now up to the West, and the East will take no

pore initiatives in the absence of a Western response’™. Soviet
representatives have taken the same position in bilateral discus-
sions with us regarding the US probe on verification which was . = -
launched in June. T L e : I

s -
-

A recent delegation assesspent of the current situation in the .

negotiations makes the following points:. "In looking at, the new
Eastern position, we should consider whether we can .take advantage =

of the opportunities provided by these concessions to bring the East
still further towards US MBFR objectives. For example, the East's
willingness to specify the 'bulk’ of reduct%ons could provide an - ' -
opening to introduce specific nurbers -~.which thg Soviets have been
resisting for years -- into the reduction and monitorinc process. ..

Faste:n ncves cn verification provide possitilities for pinning down -«

the Soviets more firmly on an effective verification system in MBFR.

—rat

‘ "Actually taking advantage of these opportuniﬁies is another
ciestion. Eastern representatives have told us that having
] ceserted these new proposals and having answered Western questions,

they will make no further moves in the absence of a Western

counterproposal. VFhile this position ‘could'change, it seems to'u§ >
unlikely to do so for some tire." - aene . .

LK
X

The delegation has also called-attention, as has USLATC, to

growing Gifferences anong the hllies on MBFR necotiating policy.*_;]_;;
The Gelegation assessment states, “"As we perceive it from here, the .

Germars, Dutch, Canadians and Kordics feel that the US axnd UK are

too rigid and are assunintC “oc defensive a posture in this nego- " —— =

.....

S smmaol

tiation. They are also concerned that the East has substantially -

enhanced its posture not only in the NBFR negotiationsuﬁﬁ; publicly, -

and that this could diminish’ the credibility of the Wgstfsuovcra;;ﬁyff
arms control posture in Western .public’opinion:.  These Kllies axe iy~
looking to the US for a lead and to NATO for a new position. While -

this has not yet become a major issue, it is percolatiqg at senior -
governnent levels, particularly in Canada (Trudeau's Guelph speech),
the Netherlands, and Gerrany..... It also appears likely that the

neeting.” e e emas sty

In addition, Chancellor Kohl has written to the President, .

pleading for a new Western initiative in the negotiations-along the —

lines of the FRG approach.

L = MR N

Optiors . ) < R R

. ..o

C—— -
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hzainst this backgrouné, the MBFR IG has exarined a range of =

options, which are briefly sunmarized below. As a benchrark-for -
corparison, the current Western position in MEFR is surcarized

3 =5
- - - o Do

- .,
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X Common to all the options is the need, following a US decision, RS
to coordinate our position Lirst with the UK and FRG trilaterally, - I
then with the other Allies in NATO. e IR _ RS
k

g

All options are compatible with further work on associated - o
reasures including an enhanced Measure 6 on exchange of information,- - .

which the dglqg§§iqn proposed in connection with Option Three, .= - "=

Curreni Pﬁsitféﬂ}~ SRR R N SR rER e ;#?)‘:é “iw ‘¥"
o TIST Ty e R :
The current Western position, embodied in the draft treaty .. -
tabled on July 8, 1982, envisages the following sec ‘ence of steps: o .
C - - R U e S EDr
-- Agree on data (i.e., currenat totals for NATC and Warsaw Pact - == . &
military zanpowar in Central Europe). , . R ]
| -- Agree cn size of reductions to parity, at abgut'7ob. = R RS
ground personnel and 900,000 ground and air personrn#l combined,-© 3 S
eacly side. I _ L i samaoma k.
-~ hgree on verificatior measures (a package of seven .. __ .. =tk
veritication and confidence-building measures is contained in Annex - =1
I1 te the Western draft treaty). 7 - , e TRy
-- Sign ard ratify HbBFP treaty. . o -~'I$Z;‘ ::;rii{- -
-- Implement verification measures and reductions. R,Lng:g fer
-— Us reduces 13,000 ground personnel in first sgeg955~sgg§~{;if~f:-~5
IQd'JCCS 30.0000‘ ' ' - . 3 1.; B . ;._;;; ° ‘-;"??“? ':_l"‘ ...._. :"E
RN ° ’ E t,;'-i’:;;‘:.u . :.h.?z_. LI e :.;':“:.'.: --“".'-_-’:_:-.'.‘ s T ‘
-- All Girect participants reduce in three subsequent . stages
. -- Recucticns to be completed withip'sevenijgars;~fﬁ S
Crrion Ones Retain the current approach re uiring agreepeat on Gata ¢
and a verification package as prereguisites for treaty signature an e
initial US-Soviet reductions. - - N B
- [ dET R S
Under this option a short-term and a long-term approach are -~ g
suggested. Both essentially retain the principles of the current = — |
approach as defined by its sequence of steps. The longer-term —~— .7}
approach, however, sugcests fundarental modifications to elenents of - .-
cur MBFP position and, therefcTe, reguires a conprehersive study ot — 1
its rarifications. The short-tern prcposal is designed to press the _. ' .
fast for further movement on veritication and to serve as a response
to the latest Eastern proposalis, while avoiding conflict with-. . . ,
longer-range possibilities. T - T S t)
: : R I T : N
X e ) - - - -
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.Near-term Proposals : . - i- .

* l® T s e
C emes®ia T

Alternatives under this approach all require redrafting the
current verification annex to the West's draft treaty, especially T
inproving our exchange of information measure, but accepting part ot . |

the East's language for other measures where possible. . Alternative L
presentations: follow: . . R ' T A

L
—— - -

--‘p}esent'new draft verification annex (this wpuld:iespond tbiﬁﬂwi’“
Eastern claim that we have not modified our position since 1979, but. -

would risk rejection of the whole based on reference to unacceptable ;» ;
parta): R B T e |

- pres;ﬁzléaéifieé elezents of the annex (this woﬁi#kprdlahgﬂ?f”?f:
discussion and perhaps provide rore nggotiating flexibility to . =~
engage the East in discussion of mocdalities of specific pcasures):f

-- propose a joint drafting exercise on verification provisions
(this would probably aprear to be the most positive form of response
and might elicit greater mcvement by the East, but might be taken by
sore as a signal that the sides were much closer than they are).

. DR TP
- ~ e

Lcnger-tern Proposals P ﬂﬂ. ‘::u‘%_{; 7 i;sz

- e .
]

The fallowing pfopcsals require study for possible aégp:ioh ipl‘
the long-term:... . . - R Coet ]

. . o . S -
- 0 "

-- change fron marnpower to force structure (or other tnit of " -~ -
account) in our data discussion and for specification ot,roduction;

and limitations: , . T T - A
S T PO SR LEe s "i‘.?;. . .

-- nodify our position on exceptio e ceilings for -7

ns to th

~g ) ."‘r’."&“ D VUMD a4 -
cise purpcses; .. 7 - . e I T T MRS U s
exer - 1se P AN i, e e - . ,;:~-,. .-:.'.-.T n-‘fﬂ);;iﬁ';' . “5"“_,;,4
~= mnodify our position on the reduction of armaments: o " S

-~ examine the staging of reductions, including consideration of
more significant initial reductions, reaching parity quicker;qandgf'
possible inclusion of other non-indigenous forces in initial - "
reductions: ' ] ' : '

-~ agree with hllies prior to treaty signature on a set of
graduated, automatic responses to low-level warning events. =~

Option Twe: Postpone data acreenent until after treaty sionature,-
but before reducticns;: then recuce to parity ' : .

This option envisages the following sequence:
% ...~ Agree on parity goal. . .
. . . Lo -""--" ST S :‘ ,":Zi
- ¢ —.:”‘ ;—n _' —r.‘ v..—:,.,,,,,__
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-- Agree on verification measures proposed by the West.
i L g hemEn - e titimm m o en e - !
-~ Sign and ratify MBFR treaty. : R T oAEE e L. T -4

-~ Inplt*ent the ver1£1cataon measures. - T e

- . . . . Soe o, -
o L. - . . — s -
T -

-- Agree on datg.f 4 - ' ’ T

e Fm e N -

- Agree on sxze of reductxons to parzty. B fif*““u:“Ag;

-- Inp;ercnt reducticas in stages, w:th verzficatzon of residul
lavels fcllowing each stage. A . o .::f TE

-
-An-;s-; .

iz~ “nree: Pcsipcne data agresrent until after inmie sai’t S-Sa"iet==
Zovticrs (lLedecatiin cption)

-

T~is option ervisages the follcwing seguence:

bl 2 -.‘ : ’ . N

(1) Agree on verification meascres propose by ‘West, 1nc1u$irg~—?“ ¢
fcrra: for the excrhange of intcrration (Associated Measure 6}, .ané-. -
cn seguernce for recuctlons and irplenenting Vexlfzcation zeasures. -

-

(2) Acree oOn ar interim agreerent of 30 nanhhs durat191
ccnta.dxnc tre fcll owzﬁg points: - - e

-- Initial Us-Savies reiuc::ons_c!‘l&,b‘ 430 OGO w:t“

-- Fcllowing these redu ctions. a non-increase connxtue tTon RN
ccllective lavel of each sice's manpower for perzod of 18 ncnths.f‘

-= At begxnnzng of freeze, sices would prcvzde inic::a‘ior on :
fcrces according to hssociatecd Measure 6 forcat, ané would ippl czont
ril verificaticn reasures to confirm 1n£orra 1on‘w~uﬁ,c;4v¢~§y;

i
< --th-.\--

AR !9‘--?"...-"_
- e Ve :

-~ After 18-ponth freeze, if sides sat1sf1ed that force - L EE R
dats anformation provided wias accurate, sides would proceed to gigr. & '}
7 Kl rat1fy formal treaty cove:xng reductions to parity in three - [ 77!
years. with amount of each side's reductions specified in treaty -~ ¥
baseo on the agreed data and with all verification measures in- - e
fect fror outset. I1f sides not satisfied that eatalznfcrnation;;s' ;

correct. all obligations would be voided.

(3) Sigr. and irplement this irnterir agreerent (initial
rezuctions ané freeze). .

© (4) Continue negotia:icns cr. craft treaty.

.x .. \5).1f éeta acreerert rezched by end of lb6-rior.th I{reeze pcriodi

£ich and ratify treaty o recuctions to parity in
3 years.

(6) lxplerent treaty recuctions to parity.- e

- -




" reasores rzozcsed ty lLest. [Luratiorn oi this corx tre -t 11 ited to" o

) et
- - vé bl SR

e -
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'®G Crticn:  Postpone data agreement until after initial US-Soviet
TUCtiors on basis of rutual exarple.

v

P - e e s e - :
T e T LT R L e e

‘“ -

e gy B -
.
O el . P

This cption env;sages the ‘cllowzng sequence-
-s."' . * * - & - . . .

-- US and ‘USSR agree ‘on size .of initial US- Sovxet teductions.
n% witndra~ thez on basis of mutual exa“,le. through design ted

A e

rmanent ex1t/en.ry pc*nts. o : ..:  v ;4 f" S
AR .-' - - - - . . . ., .. s . \' ; . :‘ : ,'2-:..‘ A‘.. -.fv. l‘."“
"Felleowine t.eee re“actlons, the sxdes woula enter into ST

~'cr1cal‘) ‘specified comzmitments not to increase collcctzvo levcl
of -anpswer, based either or agreed cata or on no: -agreed cat ,
Frcvided by each side provided agreenernt reached cn all verifica':orww

- .
A
‘-

apecifzed tize.

-~ 1f ciles satisfied that cdata acreerment has been readbeéh '.f'
wiles u,-‘- sign and ratify a treatly cr reductions tc pari:iy, with
reductions specifieé¢ based on the agreed data, alono lines oi
current kestern craft treaty. =~ : . e

% Lotion: Pestpone data acreerment urti] after large US-Soviet o, .. !
rhase 1 hecuct.ons. T - f

e:v15?ce< the fcilawing sec:ence-":
L 1

Frtion
ee cn size of ri-:-u:" US (e g.. 25 0&0) ana
. 00U ) 4"ctxons.

1
gé
“}

1
R

-~ rc5ree on resqual ceilings for LS (abont 200 000) and UbSF
{(above 4C0, 000).. Lo ‘ ' ..;

s_..;.‘- .

- A,ree on: ver1£ caticrn

LT SO e ._""-..‘

- S)gn ano ratx‘v ag'ee.ent.' ”

- Irp‘e“ent these reductions and verxfxcatlon reasures. E ~::fi““m
. : l‘ ",‘
~-- hcreerent that these ceilings haé been reached would p:ovzde
sqreed cata base. _ . fx .
-- Ahll direct participants hould enter into "mutual political
i ri1trent” nct to take actzowc which wculd underrine the ofjective

cf pazity, for fixed dguraticn, durirc which agreement right be
reachied on data ané the process for reductions to parzty.

”

-- If acreerent rezched on date, sign and tut1£y ané .nplere“t

" ‘Yreat\y on recuctiorns to parity, cirilar to Western draft treaty.



by
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" UNTIL AETER TREATY SIGNATURZ, BUT BEFORE 'REDUCTIONS; - ’
~EEN REDUCTIONS TO PARITY -
o LD e e L L :%“A' : . i
I. Description of Ontion: : . . A

Tnis option is would establish a sequence of: treaty
ﬂirnature,?ve:iﬁicatibn. data agreement, then reduction in - _
~zages, with.further verification and agregnent on force levels -
“wtsra each stage. Its rationale is that it would:;(i)‘ans?e:A&
Saviet charges that the West seeks information on its force” -
lavels without being willing to commit itself to reductions or.- |
to use inflated intelligence figures to pursue unfxire - - . R
advantage; (ii) if rejected by the Sov%ggs..place them on dhc_:fr ol
record as coposing verification; and (iii) if accepted, permie.. - ..
resolution of the data dispute through actual observaticn,,i S
while (iv) providiang the West wi?h a means of halting the A
reductions process at the ZIizrst indication of Soviet T
non-compliance. ‘

e : R

A. - Verification: o

The West's full packaye of Associa@ed Measures would be :
accepted by the East prior to treaty signature, and would be a .
srecondition fSor such signature. They would be formally S L
codified in the treaty, which would (exgept for postponenent pi- o
data agreement and likely modification in the number of N L
raductions phases) be the 1982 Western draft treaty. . . - T

inplementation would begin alter treaty signatu;e'and |
beicre reductions, and would continue in stages dur*ng the = .. -
ceductions process (sea C. below). Agreenment on residual force-:.

levels wog}Q'ypirequi:ed prior to.%?gb_;?duCti°?31g¥3§f§.' ._;f,u ;
T v ."-"-’)'-‘.:..‘".‘i . -y - ::.‘;;A .- L'f:;;_"_:... S o T S - - i ‘-‘:;::‘..,;
This option does not 1n any, way dzmzn}sh the etfectivenoss.tf,ih?

af =me West's verification package. As with the cur::nt s
wostern approach, the Zast would be committed by treaty to the . .

r

.-:fication measures, and would know that any impedinents el R
aced in the way of imzlementation would prevent all progress , — .
wa-ds reductions. While initial implenentation would precede o
ata agreement, Western data could de facto remain the S o
vaseline, as we would te under no obl%gatxon to proceed with L
reductions unless we were satisfied with the results of t&e

initial verification, and we could set our own standards for

"being satisfied”.

vy Q

[

.

9

L4

"

As with all MBFR-ogticns, the basic difficulty in assessing
accen=anilitv is uncertainty about ultipate Soviet willingness .
TS councenznce any agreezent leading to a2 parity outcome. This
iition does, however answer Soviet charges that we seek to

corain information on their force.structure without making any
ceal commitment to ceductions. ' We would in effect be offering -

-

- = e e an e GG SERP B P
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urman ianlementaticn~of satisfactery. verification measures “
twaling to data agreezent. Whether this would be 'more

.+ atable to the Soviets than our current position is :
Gncertain, but it could hardly be less so. At any rate, Soviet

zeiections of_ this proposal would represent a propaganda it
windfall for us, as it would enable us to point out that here, i
as in o-her arms ccntrol endeavours, a basic stumbling block is 2
Soviet unwillingness to accept eiZfective verification. The KRS
likxelihood of Soviet ccooliance again depends ultimately upon |

uncertain Soviet objectives. 3ut since satisfactory compliance
would be a prerequisite for each stage of reductions, o
inadequate compliance would simply halt the reductions process: .
without placing the West in a disadvantageous position, if the
raductions tranches were small enough (see C.). =~ .7 = 7

B. Data agreemaent:
'

-t

Data agreement would initially be reached following treaty
signature and after izplementation of the West's package of .
Associate Measures. It would be reqguired after“each reductions
«ranche in order for the next tranche to occur.

. .
LT M - 6 s - manes

This approach could be used with a variety of different
units of account. learly, it could be used most effectively H
with whatever unit of account the intelligence community felt !
Sest perzzitted accurate nonitoring and unequivacal verificatioa.

C. 5caie and‘?hases of Reduétionsi?"

The exact number cf reductions tranches would depend _
largely upon two factors: intelligence community monitoring . = -
requirenents, and the need for the tranches to be relatively -
s=zall so that in the event of shortfall of Eastern reductions -
in a particular tranche (which would be exposed by subsequent " -
verification and would stop the reductions process),. the West -—-. -

would not be significantly disadvantaged militarily " "o “wmie s

Nad

D. Treaty Signature: 'ig;_. - e :

-

A forpal MBFR treaty setting forth the verification and
reductions process described above, and incorporating the other
aspects of the Western draft treaty of 1982, would be signed in
Viemna and ratified by the Senate. (Given their experiences
with SALT II, the Soviets are highly unlikely to accept.
anything short of ratification.) Signature would be followed
vy verification, data agreezent, and the staged reductions -
process. : : - RN

L e s Sl s weo i
L) R _

D. Impact on NATO's ability to respond to a crisiss

- -

’%his wdﬁldlnot differ from the impact of an MBFR agrzeement
under the present Western position. o , ;

7 .

: CONFIDENTIAL A B
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A. Consultations with the Allies:s @ ===+

S TEET S . — —‘
. -

-

We would seek initial! trilater al'agreement on the
acceptability of this apprcach (the UK will doubtless regard it
as overadventurous, the FRG as overconsarvative, but we might

te able to get each to agzee to this middle position to gu»zd

against something "worse"” Zrom their perspectives). £ such

agreenent was forthcoming, we could either move directly to
introduce the p:ooosal ia NATO, or carry out bilateral -
explorations. with ‘the Soviets and further trilateral.

evaluations 0% their response (see B) prior. to discussiou in . .;<
the Alllancc.: . ‘ T '_-'

B. azlateral and Multilo.___ .l Channels: T :fiﬁ.ufh_;hﬁ?,m;f

The :ulative emphasxs given to a bilateral or nultilateral ?“f‘.

channels would depend upon the basic aims of our move. If the

principal goal was to give a high public profile to cur desire ;ilt{&

for progress in MBFR while forcing the Soviets to. go on record
- as copposing verification, we wculd want to move the proposal

guickly to the multilateral channel. IZ we placed a higher.

value oa seeking Soviet acceptance of this proposal, and =~ .-
initial soundings indicated genuine Soviet interest in it, we
would wish to countinue with more extensive and explicit .
bilateral contacts before going public. =

C. Likely Soviet Response: - Lo L R
As nentioned above, it is impossible to ascertain - -.
sccurately the degree of Soviet interest this proposal wéuld
Generate, given our uncertainty as to what the Soviet bottom |

line for an MBFR agreement is. Any interest that was p:esent
would (as with other options) presumably be comnmunicated . ' i
bilaterally: . The East could be expected to respond. to-a formal -

Wastern tabling of a proposal along these lines by a statcmcnt‘7élf"

highlichting its supposed inequities and calling 'o: the West™
to agree to the current Eastern proposals.

te mese

D. Iazplications for INT, CDE
INT deployments will certainly have taken place long before
this or aay MBFR aronosa‘ could bear visible fruit. The
pctential usefulness of this move for smoothing the progress of
CCﬁtl?hed deployzents by highlichting Western conmitment to
aras ccntrol would clearly depend in part on how much’ intensity
the :x“ issue continued -0 cenerate following initial
denlgvzents. Even if INT continues to be a contentious issue,
however, it is unlikely <ha% any move in a non-nuclear and

Telatively forgotten arzs control endeavour such as MBFR would:-
have auch countervailing effect.
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QPTION 3; POSTPCNIMENT- OF DATA AGREEMENT UNTTT.

T AFTER INITIAL U.S.-50VIET REDUCTIONS

o —ma a c. e

Bt T T A bt i TEET R R
) . R . . o - ) } a?.. L
Dascription - - '
S U Y PR ' U S
The sides would negotiate an interim agreement of limited <

duration covering: initial U.S.-Soviet reductions, a freeze periog
during which force’'data/information would be exchanged and verified:
to the satisfaction of both sides, and a declaration of intent to..
sign a formal treaty on reductions to parity on the basis of the -
verified (agreed) data. Details of the verification measures to
be implemented at each stage would be agreed, - . s

-

.
5y

This interim agreement would ineclude theffolloﬁiﬁé poinﬁs; a

1. 1Initial US/Soviet reductions would be completed within one
year. The US would withdraw 13,000 and the Soviets 30,000. The US
an§ USSR would exchange lists of the units/personnel to be withdrawn
Exit/entry points would be established for U.S.-Soviet forces. )

2. Following completion of these initial reductions, the sides*
would agree not to increase the collective level of their milita
manpower in the area of reductions for a periocd of 18 months. .

. A. At the beginning of this period, the sides woulé'proéide-'
Lnformgtzon on their forces existing in the area according to the
following format: (this would be AM-6, i.e., information and data on
structure down to battalion/regiment level, including numerical
strengths of units). - ' Sl e .

.. Cwe_”

. B. At the beginning of this period, the 'sides would alsc
put into effect the following verification measures: permanent exit/ -
entry points with observers (AM-5); on-site inspections (AM-4); - ="
prior notification of military movemeénts into area (AM=3). The ' w>"
consultative commission would also be established., . ' PR

..
[ 4

LI PN
. ee
-t

. f:' The sides would have lé'months to configﬁl.throu h.'L: o
AMs and national means, that the data/information provided unger;§f

AM—S.was accurate. Questions could be raised in the consultative
commissione. . :

‘ D. If, .at the erd of this l8-month period, the sides wére
satisfied that the information provided by each side was accurate
the siqes would sign and ratify a formal treaty covering reductioés
O parity within three years.,,6 All AMs would be in effect during the
three vears and for the duration of the treaty. The amount of each -
side's reductions would be specified in the treaty based on the
force cata agreed at the end of the freeze pariod, . R

T
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: A. If, at tne eud of tnat L8-month-pericd, either side
{through procedures agreed by the consultative commission) declared
irself not satisfied that the information provided was accurate, all
chligations would be .voided.

oy - . e vrm— e

N - - .- - e
LN P T
. o~ N . . -

3. The sides Qéuld continus to work out the details of the

=:eaty on reductions to parity during the 30-month duration of this
interim agreement. .. . . h '

. )
- .- Lo
- lesl A -t faw . .. . .
A Py .

Trea&§ Signgéﬁie and Other Modalities -~ .

The undéistanding described above would be.workgd out by the . . -
delegations and would provide the basis for an interim agreement,
There is flexibility on the actual form of the interim agreement, ..
An executive agreement of limited duration (;0 months), signed by
Foreign Ministers or Heads of State of all direct participants,

might te appropriate. The interim agreement would go into effect. o
upon signature. : :

LS BT

If the sides‘aéreed to proceed with reduc§ions to-pgrity, that
agreement would be a formal treaty to be ratified according to the

constitutional procedures of each state. Signature could be by - °

Foreign Ministers or Heads of State.

- eFa -

Scale and Phases of Reductions L RS e

[
A - .
: Pes

x -

After ;he initiai understanding is.éigned: : 13‘£ 

-

i .'!,

?r:s;’
., -'4'..- - ifl', .
-- The U.S. would withdraw 13,000 troops and the USSR would: -
withdraw 30,000 troops. Withdrawals would be completed within one

N L
.t

-~ After these:rééﬁcéfbﬁgt'ﬁéiéﬁét side would increase the: s ..
collective level of its military manpower. This freeze_periodj;éﬁpf
would last 18 months. o o '

If, after this 30-month period, the sides decide to sign the:
treaty, then, after treaty ratification: -

-~ The sides would take the specified amounts of redgctions
leading to the establishment of the agreed common collective cellings.
These reductions would be completed within three years.

L 4

Verification Measures ]

The verification measures to accompany each of the reduction

steps would be specified in the interim agreement. Thus, before any

reductions were taken, the sides would agree that:

SECRET
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. - t~must be presumed
.cuited for Western acceptance of the treaty, 1t'm J
i;:: the East gensrally intends to comply with their legal obligations.

| During the_inizial U.S.-Soviet reductions pha;g;and the freeze
paried, it might be argued that the East would have less incentive
t» comply since the obligations undertaken would not be in treaty
siorm. They might be willing to take greater risks at mgrginal )
cheazing. However, since the interim agreement is of limited duration,
+ha Zast might consider €he risk of detection too great. There is a
risk that the East will not provide accurate data/lnforqatzon under
AM-6, but that risk exists with the current Western draft treaty and -
its requirement for agreed cata priot to‘reducplonS. It could be
argued that the risks were 1es§ under this Option 3 since we wogld;
no: have to abrogate a treaty in the event of Eastern non-compliance.
There is inherently some risk of Eastern cheating, but large-scale
cheating or misreporting should beragcerta}nable,_espe?lally since
this option provides an l§-month verification period.

Data Agreement - : ~ gy -

The interim agreement would specify that, at thg beginning of
the freeze period, the sides would exchange information on their
farces in the area at that time, according to an ggreed formag.

That format (Associated Measure 6) would be described in the interim
agreement. The sides would then.have_la months to check,ogt.Fhe
accuracy of the information provided.- ' SR :

The enhanced Associated Measure 6 provides that information *:-
would be given on force structure down to battalion level, and
would include numerical strengths of the unilts. Thus, instead of
data agreement solely on the basis of aggregate totals of manpower.
as under our current draft treaty, data agreement would be based .
on force structure which is more compatible wx;h our own‘national,.
means of monitcring Eastern forces.  Also, unlike our current L
draft treaty where we are essentially demanding Eastern agreement! .
to our current data, under Option 3 and the enhanced Associated
Measure 6, we would ke determ@ning the accuracy or non-accuracy of
the specific information provided by the East underlkssqci§§e§
Measure 6.

Possible Negotiating Strategy

Consultations with Allies

I1f this option were selected, we would first call a U.S.-U.K.~
FRG trilateral meeting to coorﬂinatg pesitions. Such_a meeting
could be held in December; alternatively. the three could reach
agreenent cn the margins of the Degember £-9 NATO Ministerial.
Although the FRG prefers minimal linkage among the three step§.apd, )
wanted 'a NATO initiative phrased in terms of statements of principle
cather than as a new proposal for an agruement as this opticn_zs
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-~ For the initial U.S::éévféﬁ?ﬂitﬁdfa@alseugﬁhé U.S. 2nd USSK
woculd exchange lists of the fcrces to be withdrawn; exit/entry

el o

points would be established through which all withdrawals and all
U.S. and Saoviet forces entering would pass; non-interference with
NTM. These~verification measures would be in effect for the 12-month
duration of the withdrawal stage. (Comment: The purpose of the

ver;ticationfmeasures would be to verify the withdrawals and to
monitor U.S..and Soviet foice levels) K ° e, :

.....

---------

== For' 'the freeze period: at the beginning of the i
the sides would provide the infaormation o% its %o:ces exggzzig 52;106"
. the area according to the previously agreed format, and the following
- verification measures would go into effect: exit/entry points, '

. cn-site inspection, prior notification of movements into area. ..
These verification measures would last for the l8-month duration of .
the freeze period. (Ccmment: The purposes of the verification
neasures would be to confirm the data/information provided and to
confirm/ update our data base for Eastern forces). ' -

. 7= For reductions to parity: If the treaty 'is signed, all
verification measures would go into effect upon ratification and
woald continue for the duration of the treaty. (Comment: The -
Furpose of the verificaticn measures would be to monitor and verify +
reductions and maintenance of the common collective ceilings.) -

Y
BN
.

ae - Assessment of effactiveness. For the freeze period and for
reductions to parity uncer the treaty, if signed, the effectiveness

of the verification measures would be the same as for the current .-

; Western draft treaty. L S T

For the initial U.S.-Soviet reductions, the meaéhéés'hoteé:}“;
would be adequate to confirm the withdrawals and to keep track of .
U.S.-Soviet force movements for the purpose of monitoring U.S.

»ga" and Soviet force levels. The absence of on-site inspection for 35]‘
o this pericd, of cne year would have only marginal effect on vur &
ability to monitor the obligations undertaken. - = & . gl

- wore
R . T :

Likelihood of Soviet acceptance/compliance. Thewlikeiihood
of the East accepting Western verification measures would be . ‘
somewhat enhanced under this option (compared to the current Western
draft treaty) since the West would have met the East part way on the
reductions issues of Eastern interest. However, given the requirement
for data agreement (and its presumption of large asymmetrical '
reductions) prior to the treaty on reductions to parity, it remains
unlikely that the East would accept this Option as is.

.,

For the treaty cn reductions to parity, the likelihood of.éaviet"
ccmpliance with cobligaticns would be the same as for the current

- westermn drafg treaty. [t can be expected that the East will take a
, Very narrow interpretation of their obligations and that there will .
Jx.x De Cisputes. However, if the East did agree to the data agreement

N \' tee .
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row structured, tney wculd prcbabl?hgﬁﬁﬁbrt‘thls:dption without
significant change. The U.K. prefers not to make any initiative on
dara and would prefer their own option if a data initiative were
deemned desirable. _The U.¥. would resist this option, but if the
$.S. and FRG were to insist on it, the U.K. would~probably acquiesce
but would probably suggest changes. -

-~

onceltﬁé U.S., U.%. and FRG agreed to a cdordinated'position,
we would introduce this -option into NATO for Allied approval., Most

oy of our Allies support making a data initiative, so there would

i ' probably be little difficulty in gaining Allied acceptance. TIf the
ot option were introduced into NATO by the end of this year, guidance
e to the Ad HOc.Group could probably be agreed in time to table the -
<% initiative at the beginning of next round, which begins January 26.

- e

o A primary purpose of Option 3 is to neutralize Eastern pressure
o on reductions issues so that we can engage in detailed discussion of
i data/verification. We should pursue this objective both in the

- formal negotiations and in bilateral channels.

Multilateral and Bilateral Channels =~ = o - RN

1f this option were selected, we should not let the current .
. negatiating round end without bilateral contact. We want the

Soviets to continue to give attention to verification issues during
the recess. We should therefore indicate that we will have a '
const-ructive response to their February/June proposals next round
and that we then expect them to be prepared to engage in detailed -
discussion of verification. Once the initiative is tabled in "= ‘
Vienna, we would pursue such discussions with the Soviets, primarily
in Vienna, with the objescrive of pressing the East to accept the
substance as well as the principle of our verification measures..

R X -

' In the formal negotiations, we may want to establish working
groups to work on assoclated measures and reductions issues, which..
would permit us to manage the interface between the bilateral and -
multilateral channel by directing formal Allied discussions on
verification issues, thus ensuring that the bilateral channel does

fx' not get too far ahead of the Allies.

S Likely Soviet Response

Despite the fact that this option would not meet several . ,
important Soviet interests (it does not accept mutual example cuts;
ir retains the reguirement for agreed data at a later stage), the
Soviets would welccme the data move as -2 step in the right direction.
The Soviets will protatly attempt to use Western interest in '
discussion of verificaticn issues as leverage to gain Western
concessions on reducticns issues, e.G., on armaments.

i
rr-

b
(3]

‘Nevertheless, it would seem that the Soviets would agree.to
more detailed discussion of data/verification issues. They have

.

Tk LTt
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further 1f *he Waost would cosuwond to their overall. propesals. ‘Lo
face that tire Soviet Military Representative has, apparently, taken
persoral initiative in furthering our data/verification discussions
indicates that such Soviet statements have at least some backing in
the Scwviet Defense Ministry and thus some potential:zfor development.
Where such discussics- might lead is uncertain: probably not
to an agreement, since we would still face the problem of asymmetrical
reductions even if the Spviets were to make further concessions on
verification, " But detailed discussions of data/verification,

especially on our enhanced Associated Measur2 6, could only be u

seful
t0o us. .

. [ .
-~ .. - .

Imoact on INF, CDE L

I£ the Soviets walk out of INF, our Allies will probably be
anxious to step up activity in other axms control forums, including
(and perhaps especially) MBEFR, to underline the fact that the West

remains flexible on arms control. In any case, INF discussions will

probably be resumed sometime next year, one way or another, and the
Allies will continue to be concerned that the cverall Western.
negotiating posture be positive and credible. A Western MBFR.

-

initiative along the lines of this option would meet these interests, 7

It is in the U.S. interest to keep CDE focused on confidence?;'”i 

building measures and to avoid discussion of force reductions in

that 35-nation forum. MBFR remains the only forum we have for -
addressing force reductions as an-Alliance and in a NATO-Warsaw Pact -
context. Even those of our Allies who share our view that MBFR is =
the preferred forum for force reductions equally want to ensure that
such discussions remain active in one forum cr another. Continued .
stalemate in MBFR will encourage our Allies to look to CDE for that
purpocse. This option wculd spark useful activity in MBFR and would
bolster NATO's public posture on arms control. T A

-
“wale
-~ as o

Imoact on NATO's Abilitv to Respond to Crisis® -

MATO military studies of the Western 1279 package of associated
measuras concluded that the package could assist NATO political -
decisicn-making in time of crisis, since a violation of an associated
measure would add to WATQ's warning indicators and information about
Warsaw Pact intentions. The alert activity exception to Associated
Measure One, and the Wesi~rn requirements for negotiated exceptions

to the common ceiling were designed to protect NATO mobilization/
reinforcement capability in a crisis.

This option does not change the substance of the Western'pack'age~

of asscciated measuxes (it does cdelay implementation of on-site .

-inspection and exchange of information for cne year) or the Westefn

position on alert activities or exceptions.
&

©0f this option's impact on NATO's ability to respond in a crisis
should be the same as for the current Western draft treaty.

v

b
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0% whether this option is <hosen or the curren: Western

— -

"positicn is maintained. Chcice of this opticn would not alte:-

the current framework of that issue. .
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